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Abstract: Given the power asymmetries between adults and young people, youth involvement in
research is often at risk of tokenism. While many disciplines have seen a shift from conducting
research on youth to conducting research with and for youth, engaging children and teens in research
remains fraught with conceptual, methodological, and practical challenges. Arnstein’s foundational
Ladder of Participation has been adapted in novel ways in youth research, but in this paper,
we present a new rendering: a ‘rope ladder.’ This concept came out of our youth-driven planning
process to develop a Youth Advisory Council for the Human Environments Analysis Laboratory,
an interdisciplinary research laboratory focused on developing healthy communities for young people.
As opposed to a traditional ladder, composed of rigid material and maintaining a static position,
the key innovation of our concept is that it integrates a greater degree of flexibility and mobility by
allowing dynamic movement beyond a 2D vertical plane. At the same time, the pliable nature of
the rope makes it both responsive and susceptible to exogenous forces. We argue that involving
youth in the design of their own participatory framework reveals dimensions of participation that are
important to youth, which may not be captured by the existing participatory models.
Keywords: children’s health; health geography; healthy cities; healthy communities; participation;
participatory health research; place-based health research; youth advisory council; youth
1. Introduction
Given the inherent power asymmetries between adults and young people, youth involvement
in academic research is often at risk of tokenism, as per Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation [1–3].
While many disciplines have seen an epistemological shift from conducting research on youth to
conducting research with and for youth, engaging children and teens in research remains fraught
with conceptual, methodological, and practical challenges [4–11]. In this paper, we present a new
rendering of Arnstein’s Ladder, which originally was established to encourage an enlightened dialogue
on citizenship participation and to discuss the extent of citizens’ decision making power, derived from
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our critical reflections on our youth-driven development process for creating a Youth Advisory Council
(YAC) for the Human Environments Analysis Laboratory (HEAL). The HEAL is an interdisciplinary
research laboratory, which embraces cross-sector collaborations for developing healthy communities
for children and youth, based in the Department of Geography at Western University in London,
Ontario, Canada.
Although scholars are increasingly aware of the benefits that youth bring to the table for
informing and improving outcomes of research [8,12,13], there are often power imbalances and
tokenistic practices that result from this inclusion of young people [1,2]—what Arnstein has called an
illusion of participation [3]. When it comes to youth, genuine participation is often conceptualized as
youth-initiated [1], but what this means is less clear. YACs are one type of participatory mechanism to
involve youth in academic research; however, there are currently few frameworks to guide researchers
in the development and maintenance of a successful YAC [14]. Our work addresses this void by
detailing our youth-driven YAC development process and the new youth-informed iteration of
Arnstein’s Ladder that we derived from it. As opposed to Arnstein’s traditional ladder, composed of
rigid material and maintaining a static position, the key innovation of our ‘rope ladder’ concept is that
it integrates a greater degree of flexibility and mobility than past approaches by allowing dynamic
movement beyond a 2D vertical plane; the rope can be swung (up, down, laterally, diagonally), knotted,
and looped. This framework contributes to the theoretical foundation of participatory approaches by
building on and adapting key insights from Arnstein’s original ladder to a contemporary research
context with youth as architects of participatory constructs. Therefore, the aims of this paper are
threefold. First, we discuss our experiences of establishing a YAC in the HEAL to offer much-needed
guidance on the development and use of YACs as a participatory approach with young people. Second,
we present a new model of participation—the rope ladder—as an outcome of our youth-driven YAC
development process, to help guide others that are seeking to cultivate youth–adult collaborations.
Third, we suggest that the rope ladder can also be used as a potential tool for evaluating and thinking
through the pitfalls and benefits in participatory collaborations with youth.
To situate our rope ladder model, we begin by laying out why youth participation matters in
research and practice. We then review and critique some of the existing models of youth participation,
and go on to show how YACs can be one important modality to realize youth participation in research.
Next, we provide background about our research on children’s health and wellbeing at the HEAL,
before we detail our youth-driven YAC development process, highlighting the iterative dynamics
of this engagement with youth. Finally, we present our rope ladder model, showing how building
flexibility into participatory structures can allow for multidimensional modes of engagement that
benefit everyone that is involved.
2. Background: Conceptualizing Meaningful Youth Participation
2.1. Integrating Youth Perspectives in Research and Practice
The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child requires researchers and
decision-makers to listen and give due weight to the voices of children on matters that affect
them [15]. Nevertheless, meaningful working relationships between professionals (e.g., health
promoters, planners, city decision makers) and children have been limited [12,16–21]. This is despite
the acknowledgement by governments and policy makers of the need to address children’s political,
legal and social rights through policy and in practice. Young adults make up a large proportion of
our communities, and are greatly susceptible to change within their environments, but their views
are often not considered in the research and planning processes [19,21,22]. Frank argues that as
key stakeholders within society, young adults should be given the opportunity to have an active
voice in community-related research, as these decisions often directly affect the spaces in which they
live, and in turn, their health [7]. However, practitioners often find it difficult to work with young
people of different ages and abilities (even when they are willing), not knowing how to interpret
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and respond to children’s experiences and suggestions in meaningful and effective ways [13,16,23].
Researchers report on issues around logistics, time commitment or data quality when involving young
people as researchers [24–26]. As a consequence, many researchers and decision-makers turn away
from involving young people in decision-making processes. This lack of engagement often leads
to young people expressing feelings of inferiority and lack of decision-making power within their
communities compared to adults [22]. However, these adult-led, decision-making processes directly
affect the areas of concern that are addressed in research, and consequently, the spaces in which young
people live, work, play, and enjoy themselves, with consequences for their quality of life, health, and
wellbeing [7,22].
Young adults are immersed within their local neighborhoods and communities on a daily
basis, and thus they deserve to be engaged in the planning processes, considering that they may
be particularly vulnerable to place-specific effects on health [27]. This idea is supported by evidence
brought forth by Osborne and colleagues, who highlight the vulnerabilities of youth, considering their
local built environments influence their health-related behaviours and quality of life [22]. Horgan
and colleagues also argue that the geographic and environmental contexts that youth are exposed
to can be considered “thinners” or “thickeners” of youth influence [28] (p. 279). For instance, some
aspects of the built environment can enhance the agency of youth, thus expanding or thickening their
power, whereas other features of the community act as a restricting force, thus thinning their influential
capacity. Engaging youth in planning and community-related decisions, and allowing them to partake
in the process of placemaking, can foster youth attachment to their local environments, and to the
places within these geographic areas [27].
Incorporating the voices and unique perspectives of young people also allows for the generation
of research findings and outcomes that align with the views of the youth themselves [21]. The benefits
associated with engaging youth in research processes include increased feelings of belonging and
ownership within their communities, the development of more “youth-friendly spaces”, enhanced
social development, and social and intergenerational connectedness [22] (p. 357). Young people
can also gain an awareness of their own democratic rights as citizens, with positive impacts on the
attachment to their local environments [29,30]. Moreover, youth–adult partnerships can provide
opportunities for ‘mutual learning’ between young people and members of diverse communities to
co-create healthier spaces and more liveable urban environments for people of all ages [2,14,31]. On a
broader scale, the inclusion of young adults in research can allow for more efficient and effective
community-level outcomes, including appropriate policies, practices, and research programs that
directly improve the lives of this sometimes marginalized demographic [32].
Although such reciprocal adult–youth partnerships in research are often idealized [8,9], it is often
not achieved in practice; adults attempt to integrate youth into the research process without critically
considering how this youth–adult dynamic will function, resulting in limited decision-making and
participation on the part of children and young adults [1,21]. However, by denying young people
opportunities to participate properly in decision-making processes related to their quality of life
and the social and physical wellbeing of their communities, important prospects are missed for
mobilizing inclusive and collective action on social, community, and environmental change [29].
Thus, adopting a youth participatory approach will enhance knowledge translation and narrow the
knowledge disconnect between adults and youth, who both have distinct and diverse views, for
improved planning and health outcomes [33]. Nonetheless, good practice guidelines for adult–youth
partnerships in research projects are scarce. Therefore, we provide a potential guiding framework for
involving young people in local research and planning decision-making processes that can enhance
their and their communities’ health and wellbeing. We propose to use the metaphor of a rope ladder
for establishing meaningful and effective collaborations between young people and adults. Such a
ladder, as we outline below, presents a way to address the needs of adults and young people, as well
as shortfalls in Arnstein’s ladder.
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2.2. Continuously Climbing or Falling Short? Ladder(s) of Youth Participation
Sherry Arnstein, a US based city planner, developed the typology of a ladder of participation in
1969 in response to the popularity of citizen participation in decision-making processes. She noticed
that the term participation was used in diverse ways, and for many purposes, which led her to critique
some of the existing practices of participation. Her typology in form of an ascending ladder with
nonparticipation at the bottom and genuine citizen power as the highest rung reflects the varying
degrees of participation. Her intent was to unravel the processes that aimed at ‘educating’ or ‘curing’
participants, with the end goal of buying into and agreeing to the ideas of people in power. The model
was seen as a critique of ‘tokenistic’ approaches, whereas genuine citizen power was considered as
good practice [3].
Since the advent of Arnstein’s foundational Ladder of Participation, the concept has informed
and been adapted in various ways to conceptualize young people’s participation [3]. Hart made an
early intervention by adapting Arnstein’s ladder to reflect varying degrees of youth (non)participation,
notably re-framing Arnstein’s concepts to represent the relative balance of power among youth and
adults [1]. Similarly, Francis and Lorenzo advocate for a “proactive realm” to youth participation within
the field of environmental planning and design, which operates from the perspective of “planning
with children” rather than “planning by children” [34] (p. 157). Checkoway conceptualizes youth
participation simply as when youth are actively engaged and have real influence [19]. Participation
from this perspective can be assessed according to specific objectives, outcomes, and evaluative
criteria. This includes not only how participation affects youth, but how the involvement of youth
impacts society—yet, Checkoway notes that few studies have evaluated the effects of participation
empirically [19]. Instead, discussions have centered on the refinement of the ladder concept or the
proposal of alternative models.
These alternative concepts are often built on the premise that there should be various types of
participation [10,35]. For instance, Wong et al. introduce “five types of participation” that describe
unique levels of youth engagement and involvement within the research process [6] (p. 104). Similarly,
Checkoway and Richards-Schuster propose a model that is specific to the research roles of young
people as ranging from youth as subjects, to consultants, to partners, to directors across the various
phases of research, showing varying degrees of the balance of intergenerational involvement across
roles [29]. Hart [35] notes that circle and fountain-like models of participation have been explored by
others [36,37]. Ergler, staying closer to the original ladder concept, proposed a ‘jungle gym’ model
that allowed for more varied levels and forms of participation, disrupting the hierarchy of a typical
ladder [10]. Despite these innovations, most ladder concepts remain sequential and hierarchical [35,38]
and with attention focused on the meaning and positioning of the rungs. Even Arnstein accepted that
the realities of participation are more nuanced than the domains she presents, noting that, “there might
be 150 rungs with less sharp and ‘pure’ distinctions among them” [3] (p. 217).
As opposed to Arnstein’s ladder, with citizen control at the top, Hart later clarified that his
youth-focused ladder recognizes the limits on youth autonomy by noting that the highest rung is not
youth control [35]. Hart comments that while his adaption of the ladder was not meant to imply that
forms of participation occur in sequence, there will always be some degree of hierarchy in participation,
as not all forms of participation are equal [35]. At the same time, the intention of Hart’s (1997) ladder
is to afford young people opportunities to participate at the highest rung of their choosing. In contrast,
Jensen [39], as discussed in Hart [35], has even suggested that the rungs of the ladder be described
as different forms rather than different levels of participation, which can also be read into Hart’s
proposal to view his ladder in a ‘scaffold metaphor:’ “whereas the ladder metaphor is usually used
to characterize only child–adult relations, the scaffold metaphor can be thought of as a mutually
reinforcing structure where all people, including adults and children of different abilities, help each
other in their different climbing goals” [35] (p. 21). This is also consistent with Ergler’s argument
for more mutually reinforcing infrastructure among youth and adults, which supports this notion
of a dynamic, less one-directional ladder, and thus, argues against always holding the top rung of
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Arnstein’s ladder as the ‘gold standard’ of participation [9,10]. Past research has revealed that youth
may prefer to have flexibility in the terms of their participation, and be able to move fluidly between the
rungs of participation, depending on various factors, such as their interests or experiences [10]. Ergler’s
‘jungle-gym’ model of participation works to address this issue by providing multi-directionality within
its structure and allowing youth to self-determine their level of involvement. Nonetheless, we note
that dominant traditional depictions of the ladder connote a one-way directionality of participation;
that is, up is best. Moreover, Malone and Hartung critique existing concepts of youth participation,
as they are ultimately adult-created, which raises a fundamental question about how we conceptualize
participation in the first place, if youth are not part of concept development [38].
These critiques highlight the need for youth involvement in the development of our models of
participation, as well as concepts that allow for flexibility, adaptability, and which consider the context
of youth’s everyday lives. Thus, we advocate for a more dynamic, less static rope ladder model and
we base our model on the following premises:
1. Moving away from adult-created research processes to ensure genuine participation, with youth
being part of developing a meaningful and genuine model of participation [38];
2. Ensuring diversity of participants (e.g., age, grade, background, school, socio-economic status
etc.) for creating a relevant model of participation [40];
3. Creating a flexible and adaptable approach to participation that accounts for the context of
youth’s everyday life, and allows the self-determination of youth for their level of involvement in
decision-making and participation processes at any stage of the research/participation process
(moving fluidly between rungs) [9];
4. Recognizing the cultural context in which models of participation are set, and how the external
contextual influences such as local political climate or the availability of resources can influence
the dynamics of participation [35,41];
5. Creating mechanisms for how adults relinquish power and are accountable to youth (e.g.,
ensuring the transparency of decision-making processes) in a way that speaks to young people’s
needs and visions [1,29];
6. Creating trustful youth–adult partnerships; and
7. Ensuring that the model can address the complex relationships, needs, and visions of youth and
adult partners, and can account for the multifaceted, flexible nature of youth advisory councils
and adult–youth partnerships.
2.3. Youth Advisory Councils as Mechanisms of Participation
Youth Advisory Councils (YACs) are a promising participatory mechanism to integrate youth
perspectives and experiences in research and practice. Bogar and colleagues, for example, observed that
through adult–youth collaboration in the form of a YAC, young adults are able to generate insightful
and unique perceptions about the complex nature of their local environment [27]; such generation
of ‘new knowledge’ reiterates the importance of achieving demographic diversity, specifically youth
involvement and empowerment, in research planning and implementation [42,43]. YACs thus provide
one way to potentially foster more inclusive approaches for engaging youth throughout the entire
research process, or at least for gaining their advice on research projects—an area that remains a
challenge for much participatory research [9,44].
At the same time, as with other forms of community-based youth research, YACs could still end
up being adult-controlled without accountability, and so there is still work to be done to mitigate these
power imbalances in the context of youth research [3,10]. There is also the danger that YACs can be
set up by adults in ways that end up ticking a box for participatory performance indicators, without
any substantive role for youth to affect outcomes [30]. Others caution that youth participation often
involves short-term projects, and that the sometimes temporary nature of youth advisory councils
could pose a barrier to achieving effective community research outcomes that are representative
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of youth’s perspectives [45]. To counter these pitfalls, Richards-Schuster, reporting on the work of
a teen advisory council focused on youth grant-making, puts forth four core principles of success,
including valuing teens as advisors in the research process, providing them with opportunities to
engage in research, ongoing training, and education to support their involvement, and the requirement
that adult leaders trust the views of young people [46]. The authors suggest ensuring that YACs
focus on leveraging strengths, not only ‘fixing’ youth problems, as well as ensuring that YACs afford
opportunities for youth growth [46,47].
Keeping these potential pitfalls in mind, and the potential for YACs to meaningfully involve youth
and to ensure beneficial outcomes for all parties, we focused on a YAC as the modality for integrating
youth perspectives in our research. We hope that insights from our method of youth engagement will
be used as a guiding framework by other researchers, to assist them in developing their own unique
version of a youth advisory council that fosters genuine and active youth participation, not simply the
illusion of it.
3. Creating Our Youth Advisory Council: A Youth-Driven Development Process
Our interdisciplinary research at the HEAL collectively aims to improve the health of young
people. We study how a diversity of environmental conditions shapes youth health issues, ranging
from mental health and quality of life [48,49], to participation in physical activity and active
transportation [50,51], to nutrition and food purchasing patterns [52,53]. The impetus for our YAC is
rooted in our values as a lab. We believe that youth perspectives are necessary to ensure the integrity
and quality of our research, so that our research has the greatest potential to improve the health and
wellbeing of youth. In this way, the YAC advances our collective vision of affecting positive change
through our research and improving the health of young people within the community.
The HEAL’s YAC—called HEALYAC—was developed with the historical power inequities among
youth and adults in mind and strives to diminish the adult–youth hierarchy within the research process,
through the creation of a guiding framework for the meaningful inclusion of youth. We recognize the
importance of adult–youth collaboration throughout all stages of the research process, to be able to
effectively plan, implement, and evaluate research in ways that positively impact community health.
The HEAL aims to fosters an opportunity role structure for youth, that supports growth through
learning and acquired knowledge; the HEAL has experienced members who can offer guidance and
support to young adults throughout their engagement in the HEALYAC and the research process.
In establishing a YAC for the HEAL, our purpose was to integrate youth voices, perspectives,
and expertise into our research on young people’s health and wellbeing. We aimed to overtly
position youth input as being integral to shaping both the wider strategic directions and priorities
of our lab, and decision-making at the level of specific projects. We also envisioned our relationship
with the HEALYAC as a two-way street: the youth advise HEAL projects and directions, ensuring
relevance and resonance to strengthen our work, and the youth receive leadership experience, research
training, and education [6,54,55]. This bi-directional relationship functions as a key component of our
HEALYAC, where the HEAL has a priority of ‘giving back’ to the youth (through workshops and
educational opportunities) in appreciation of their assistance and valuable input. The development of
our HEALYAC supports a proactive realm of participation [34] by bringing youth to the table before a
research project is even implemented. Therefore, our HEALYAC will add to what Horgan et al. [28]
refers to as the ‘thickening’ of youth agency within the London community, and enable them to actively
participate in decisions that directly affect themselves and their neighborhoods. Rather than youth
being caught ‘in the middle’ of research, between adults and community-related decisions that impact
their quality of life, we are pushing for a shift in research; we envision the research process to be more
of a partnership with youth, with the ideology of ‘sharing of power’ instead of imposing power upon
them [42,56,57].
In developing our YAC, our process was characterized by what Derr has called for as a “deepening
of the process, from one that views participation as a hierarchical power relation to one that moves the
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process into a dialogue with mutual benefits and exchange” [4] (p. 120). As opposed to creating a staff-
or adult-driven model for our YAC, we made a conscious decision in our YAC development process
to ensure that the youth had lead roles in the development of the council. In doing so, we respond
to Malone and Hartung’s call that theories of youth participation “should be generated from the
field rather than applied from adult-centered theory building” [38] (p. 26). This partnership, as an
alliance between adults and youth, helped us to move toward developing a reciprocal relationship
from the beginning, as opposed to a more authoritative one [1]. Such an adult–youth co-learning
partnership allowed for the adults to guide the youth, acting as “natural mentors” for the young
people, but keeping them at the heart of the decision-making process [58] (p. 173). In other words,
we conceptualized a youth-driven process as being directed by youth, with the support of HEAL staff
and students, so that the development process itself provided opportunities for mentorship and youth
leadership and research skills development [58]. A youth member of our YAC Development Team
reflects on this experience in Box 1. On a more theoretical level, this process led to the development of
the model of a rope ladder. We realized that a new model of participation is warranted to reflect the
complexity of our experiences and needs during the YAC development process.
Box 1. Reflections on the YAC Development Process.
Being a high school student among researchers and other adults was an intimidating experience at the
beginning of this project. It’s an interesting power dynamic and it’s not often that adults rely on youth for their
opinions. I was afraid of making a mistake or providing the “wrong answer” so I chose to be careful about
what I shared. This not only curbed the development of many ideas I had, but also limited my participation in
discussions. Over time, I acclimatized to the lab and its members, which made it easier to communicate and
become an active participant. This feeling of being inexperienced was a great personal barrier I was required to
overcome during consultations and even interviews with future YAC members. Having adults who not only
trusted me but also supported my opinions, greatly aided me in overcoming this obstacle and allowed me to
gain confidence along the way. I not only worked through personal barriers but also gained new skills through
the development of this YAC. Reading and understanding academic papers is not only a foreign concept in
high school, but it is a skill that requires years of practice. Receiving exposure to academic literature not only
proved to be a prominent starting point for our development of the YAC but also introduced a very important
side of academia that we will encounter in our post-secondary endeavors. However, literature was only the
beginning of everything I learned during my time in the lab. I gained knowledge about research as a whole in
terms of ethical considerations, grants and writing research papers. Creating the council went from something
that would ideally coincide with our co-op terms and end in June, to a project that is still ongoing. Not only
were we introduced to new concepts to consider in order for our YAC to function successfully, we were also
editing and adding to our terms of reference. It was a constant loop of creating, consulting and fixing that is still
progressing. Altogether, creating this YAC not only helped me overcome personal obstacles but also proved
to be an incredibly unique experience that introduced me to the world of academia. It made me realize how
essential youth voice is to research and how much they could gain from an experience similar to mine. This is
why we created the YAC, to elevate underrepresented voices in research and to allow youth to have a unique
opportunity to express their opinions.
~ Krishna Arunkumar, Grade 12
In January 2018, we invited three high school students (K.A., A.M., S.P.) who were carrying out
practicum placements at the HEAL, as part of a high school for-credit course, to take on the role of
the leaders of our YAC Development Team. Students were encouraged to exercise their original ideas
and creativity for the YAC, with the ultimate goals of (1) creating a HEALYAC Terms of Reference
that would provide an initial framework for the YAC, and (2) recruiting and launching the inaugural
YAC. Figure 1 illustrates the various phases and iterative nature our YAC development process, from
initial research to launch. To achieve these goals, the YAC Development Team engaged in an iterative
two-part process, where staff roles in this process were conceived as being facilitative. For example,
the staff pointed students to resources, helped to facilitate academic protocols (such as ethics approval),
and provided guidance and feedback as needed.
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Figure 1. Schematic of our process for developing a Youth Advisory Council (YAC).
First, the students worked to base their developmental decisions in academic literature and
examples from other YACs. Our youth members, along with staff, critically reviewed academic
literature about youth advisory councils and youth participation, as well as terms of reference from
other YACs, and applied their findings to drafting our terms of reference. A key part of this task was to
critically consider how Arnstein’s ladder could inform our YAC. We engaged in detailed conversations
about where on the ladder our YAC would fit. Although the main goal of this adult–youth partnership
is to avoid tokenism, the youth decided that there is no ‘ideal rung’ that they wanted to achieve during
their involvement in the research process. Rather, there was a consensus that a more flexible approach
should be taken, where youth can choose to move up and down the ladder freely, depending on
various factors.
Second, based on questions raised in the literature and other YAC models, our team carried out key
informant interviews with experts and stakeholders (n = 7) with experience in youth advisory councils
and participatory approaches to working with youth to gain insight into YAC best practices. These
interviews were conceived as a way to integrate first-hand experiences into our own understanding of
YAC best practices, and also a way to get expert feedback on our draft terms of reference. One of the
youth members reflects on this aspect of our process in Box 2. Our youth team led the development
of the interview guide and conducted all interviews, with support from staff co-facilitators. To more
systematically assess the recommendations based on our interviews, two students were trained in
qualitative coding techniques, and led the initial coding of interview material. The insights gleaned
from these interviews were integrated on an ongoing basis in our evolving draft terms of reference.
Ethics approval was granted by the Western University’s Non-Medical Research Ethics Board.
Children 2019, 6, 3 9 of 17
Box 2. Reflections on interviews with key informants.
We consulted with local experts with experience in youth participation. These consultations involved a
discussion about our YAC in hopes to generate new ideas or improve and build upon the basic ideas we have
thought about to further develop the YAC. After every consultation, we were left with a plethora of things to
add to our draft TOR indicating how important the consultations for developing the YAC. I never realized how
many small details we missed. For example, something as small as setting a meeting time seems unconscious,
but can be detrimental to the attendance of council members if it is not well thought-out.
~ Suraj Paul, Year 1 Undergraduate
Throughout the process of developing our YAC model, it became clear to us that it was not
possible or desirable to pick a rung on Arnstein’s ladder to define the functioning of our YAC. Our
youth members voiced a need for much greater flexibility than the ladder allowed. They identified
both macro and micro needs for flexibility; that is, for the YAC as a whole to be able to determine the
terms of its participation based on the nature of the tasks at hand, as well as for individual members
to have agency over the nature of their participation within the group, depending on the work at
play. We thus subscribed to “The notion is that there are no single best forms of participation; instead,
the rules should be adapted to the group” as well as the individual [19] (p. 343). In relating what we
learned from our review of the literature and existing YAC structures, as well as our key informant
interviews, back to our HEALYAC terms of reference, we realized that we needed to articulate a new
model of participation that was more compatible with our vision for the YAC.
4. The Rope Ladder: A New Model for Youth Participation
As opposed to a traditional ladder, composed of rigid material and maintaining a static position,
the key innovation of our concept is that it integrates a greater degree of flexibility and mobility than
past approaches, by allowing for dynamic movement beyond a 2D vertical plane; the rope can be
braided, swung and swayed (up, down, laterally, diagonally), knotted and twisted, and looped.
Figure 2 depicts these functions in each of its four quadrants, respectively. A rope ladder is
characterized by multidimensionality; it can move in multiple planes. Here we present the core
functional dimensions of our rope ladder model of participation. Rather than focusing on hierarchical
rungs that align with different tiers of participation, as per Arnstein’s model, we conceptualize how
the various functional capacities of the rope ladder allow for different modes of engagement, driven
by youth. By virtue of the flexibility of the rope ladder, youth agency is at the core of our model; youth
configure how the rope ladder is deployed in relation to our research lab. Rather than having ‘citizen
control’ at the apex, the rope ladder inherently requires action on the part of its users to move the
ladder into its desired position or function, be it static or dynamic. This flexibility was important
to youth on our development team, because blanket total control was actually antithetical to what
they wanted to get out of the YAC—they wanted educational growth and mentorship that allowed
them to gain decision-making confidence; blanket ‘citizen control’ from the outset without supportive
mentorship was burdensome, rather than productive (see also Box 1). A traditional ladder involves
only standing it upright and climbing up or down. At the same time, the pliable nature of the rope
can make it both responsive and susceptible to exogenous forces; it may fray. This requires certain
preventive or restorative maneuvers on the part of users, such as braiding the rope to further reinforce
it, or knotting to repair a break or weak spot.
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Figure 2. A rope ladder model of youth participation. (a) Braiding illustrates how diverse fibers form
strands, and strands are braided together to construct the rope; (b) Swinging and swaying shows
how the rope ladder can move flexibly in multiple directions; (c) Knotting and twisting depicts how
knots can be employed to fix frays in the rope, and twists can create obstacles; (d) Looping shows the
circuitous formation the rope ladder can take—rather than straight up and down—which can integrate
feedback throughout the process.
The strength of rope is typically measured by its flexibility—‘tensile strength’ is a fundamental
difference between our ladder and Arnstein’s. Whereas a traditional ladder’s strength depends on the
load it can bear before breaking (compressive strength), a rope ladder’s strength is about its capacity
to remain intact when stretched (tensile strength). A YAC requires tensile strength if is to continue to
function effectively.
4.1. Braiding
Braiding is the foundational mechanism by which the rope ladder is held together. Fibers are
formed into strands, strands are braided together to make rope, and the rope is what links the rungs.
This is where the participatory character of the rope ladder begins, in the base materials. Who selects
the fibers? What are they made of? Where do they come from? Diverse fibers make more robust
strands and a stronger rope. Braiding distributes the weight-bearing load across multiple strands,
so that it does not fall onto only the shortest or weakest. This demonstrates the participatory nature of
the council in that each member’s opinions are weighted equally, and responsibility is not piled on to
only one or two individuals. There is a tipping point, however—too many strands can make a rope
stiff, heavy, and inflexible. Our YAC was conceived as having between 10 and 14 members, to remain
strong yet flexible.
When conceptualizing our YAC, we focused on diversity in the composition of our YAC as part
of what gives our council its tensile strength (see also Box 4). To do so, we articulated diversity as
a core value in our HEALYAC Terms of Reference. We conceived the diversity of the fibers as the
identities and experiences of council members, as well as the various roles and skills that members
bring to the table. Those that are complementary will help to strengthen the strands by fitting together
in a mutually reinforcing way. When we finally invited new YAC members, one aim was to ensure
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diversity in gender, age, ethnicity, and academic background, to ensure that a diversity of fibers can be
braided together over time.
Determining what a participatory platform is ‘made of’ is particularly important when it comes
to engaging youth, given that many participatory approaches are still being adult-devised [38]. If we
choose the ‘wrong’ materials from the outset, our participatory capacity may be hindered. Inherent
in rope as a medium is a ‘coming-togetherness’, which requires a careful consideration of diversity
to create an inclusive participatory platform, with optimal tensile strength. Diversity is a crucial
consideration in youth participation, because it allows for the inclusion and incorporation of a wide
range of unique views and insights from individuals within a community; this component also
ensures a more holistic understanding of the desires and needs of young adults within their local
environment [46]. Having a diverse group of young adults is also essential, to ensure that social
and environmental inequities are not reinforced [59,60]. Yet, previous iterations of Arnstein’s ladder
have not contended with diversity as a core issue of participation, instead focusing on the power
dynamics between youth and adults without explicitly seeing diversity among youth as a strength to
be leveraged in enhancing participation. Horgan et al. [28] also argue that many youth involvement
projects are contingent on age and capability, and fail to represent the diversity of youth living within
these places. According to Sarkissian and colleagues, diversity is an important feature of any council,
but in turn, it is also essential that each member is open-minded and able to listen, learn, and grow
from their counterparts [61]. Our experience suggests that diversity be ‘braided into’ participatory
platforms from the outset, in thoughtful ways for the benefits of young people and adults. For example,
at the HEALYAC orientation, the young council members were asked to share their views on what
diversity means to them. They each wrote out their own unique ideas, but came together afterward
to discuss their contributions. This activity resulted in increased awareness and appreciation of the
diverse perspectives that each member brings to the table. This exercise thus acted as a ‘braiding of
views’ and seemed to unify the HEALYAC and emphasize the importance of diversity.
4.2. Swinging and Swaying
Sway is movement, but sway is also having power. One of the most distinguishing features of the
rope ladder vis-a-vis a traditional ladder is that it can swing and sway in multiple planes. Whereas a
traditional ladder can only be placed in one static position, and the user moves either up or down,
a rope ladder can be initiated into various movements by the user; the ladder itself can be deployed
as a mobility device to swing or sway the user into new positions. This functionality is especially
useful when our concept of participation challenges the idealization of the ‘top rung’ of participation.
For example, there may be instances when the rope ladder is used to sway out laterally—a direction
not afforded by a traditional ladder. A lateral move may enable youth to maintain their level of
participation, if desired, while configuring new and different ways to contribute. This function helps
to sensitize the ladder to group and individual needs, taking into account the wider context of youths’
everyday lives and commitments; they may not always be able to take on more, but can adjust their
participation within the range that suits. With this function, youth ‘have sway’ to negotiate the terms
of their engagement. The ladder can also be swung into more or less involved modes of participation.
Rather than moving in a straightforward (up and down) fashion, this swinging functionality allows
for creativity, flexibility, and improvisation in youth participation. This swinging capacity also allows
for the power balance in decision making authority among youth and adults to shift, depending upon
the situation. This mobility also makes the rope ladder both responsive and potentially vulnerable
to exogenous forces. On the responsive side, given the ease of moving the rope, youth may quickly
adapt their participation to changing external circumstances, such as new policies or investments that
present new opportunities to advance collective goals. On the negative side, there may be external
conditions that test the tensile strength of the rope, or even create friction or frays in ways that may
temporarily, or detrimentally, decrease participatory capacity. Nevertheless, there are also possible
scenarios where the sheer force of gravity outweighs other forces (in much the same way that adult
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voices can drown out youth voices), acting to hold the ladder down and ultimately returning it to a
rigid vertical plane.
We have built this dynamic movement in our YAC (both as a group and individually) to allow for
shifting participation based on comfort, interest level, and internal/external constraints. This changes with
respect to both the specific research project and the stage of the research (planning, implementation,
evaluation, etc.) When working with youth, it is important to recognize that the YAC may not be their
main priority, as they are partaking in various other activities as well. A more flexible approach to
youth participation enables the youth to choose when they can achieve the higher-rungs, without
qualifying varied participation as being better or worse. Moreover, our youth members challenged
the notion that the YAC should always occupy the highest rung of the ladder (what Arnstein called
Citizen Control) [9,10]; instead, concluding that the ultimate decision-making authority should rest
with the HEAL, but that it requires mechanisms for accountability (see Looping, below).
4.3. Knotting and Twisting
Knots can be both assets and liabilities on the rope ladder. On the positive side, knots can be used
to extend the ladder by tying on additional rope. Knots can also be used to further reinforce the ladder,
or to add new rungs. Knotting can also be seen as a solution; it can function as a way to both fix our
mistakes and ‘climb over them’. It is not a coincidence that knots can also be used to climb a rope
ladder; overcoming issues and discrepancies can allow us to get a grip on the issue, and once a solution
is found, it allows us to step up and over that issue, and onto our next research challenge. If our rope
ladder is frayed or cut, this represents a flaw in the structure of the ladder. Knotting is a method
that can be used to fix frayed or broken pieces of our rope ladder. Disagreements or discrepancies,
like knots, can be solved. Similar to knots as a liability, the ladder can become twisted in ways that
inhibit movement along it, or even render it useless. More positively, (un)twisting can be a method
to untie knots, or to overcome certain situations. Like the human knot exercise, where individuals
must work together to untie themselves, this notion of knotting and twisting is like problem solving
and teamwork used to collectively come up with an appropriate solution. When knots and twists
constitute barriers or challenges—things that get in the way of the mobility of the ladder—undoing
them further strengthens the collective participatory apparatus by freeing up the capacity that was
caught up elsewhere. In conceptualizing knots and twists in participation, it is important to think
through where productive (helpful) knots are needed, and where potential knots and twists as barriers
may occur.
As compared with Arnstein’s ladder, our rope ladder model makes explicit some of the challenges
that occur within the process of participation. This recognizes the learning potential and collective
growth that is inherent in challenges. While Arnstein’s ladder may have characterized slips such as
moving down the ladder as veering into tokenism, our rope ladder envisions challenges, or knots,
as further sources of tensile strength that can be freed up (when solved) and contribute to enhancing
participation. In considering knotting and twisting in our HEALYAC, we implemented mechanisms
to guide decision-making, such as quorum. For example, establishing a quorum for our YAC,
and ensuring that these mechanistic processes are in place enables these young adults to stress
their personal views on the topic at hand, whilst together as a YAC, it allows them to collectively make
decisions and overcome these so-called knots. As a result of these meetings, these knots can be undone,
thus increasing the strength and effectiveness of both our ladder and our YAC.
4.4. Looping
The inherent flexibility of the rope ladder means that it can be configured into positions that are
beyond the scope of a traditional ladder. This provides an opportunity to connect youth participation
within an adult partnership in ways that enable a ‘feedback loop,’ or a mechanism to establish
accountability among youth and adult partners in an initiative. As shown in Figure 2d, the ladder
can loop around the adult component of the partnership in ways that allow for iterative forms of
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engagement, communication, and support. The adult partners, represented by the tree, help to give
structure to the rope ladder as it winds and loops around the trunk and branches. This looping allows
for opportunities for the adult partners to frequently report back to the youth on how their input is
being used, connecting the partnership in a feedback loop. This loop is essential to ensuring alignments
between the goals of the youth participants and the adult partners. This looping and circling back
illustrates the symbiosis of the adult–youth partnership and the ways they can work together to form,
and reform, their relationship.
In designing our YAC, we developed what we called a feedback loop, to ensure accountability
between the HEAL and the YAC. This mechanism was built into our Terms of Reference and
operationalized as a lab ‘report-back’ at every YAC meeting. The intention is that the HEAL is always
accountable for how it addresses input from the YAC, and responsible for tracking and communicating
about how, if, and when it implements YAC ideas. One of our youth YAC Development Team members
reflects on the importance of the feedback loop in Box 3. We also embedded evaluation in our Terms
of Reference in the form of dedicated evaluation points twice per year, so that members can inform
and improve both the operations and the experience of the YAC, as well as to understand the impact
of the YAC on HEAL research outcomes. The looping function is a mechanism to prevent tokenistic
approaches to youth engagement and works, to ensure that youth participation can make a meaningful
difference [1,3]. Building in evaluation measures from the beginning, so that there are metrics to assess
not only the impact of youth participation, but to ensure that adult partners are accountable, is crucial
to support an iterative process of adjustment while learning from successes and challenges [30].
Box 3. Reflections on the feedback loop.
Prior to this project, I had little to no knowledge regarding Youth Advisory Councils, so one of my first tasks
was to review literature from other YACs, and similar organizations. During this period of the development
process, my team and I became familiar with other Youth Advisory Councils within London, Ontario. One of the
key principles which we discovered to be of utmost value for our Terms of Reference was that a bi-directional
relationship must be present within the YAC. Essentially the members of the YAC and the HEAL benefit within
this symbiotic relationship. This idea became the foundation of the Terms of Reference so that aspects of tokenism
could be minimized within the HEALYAC.
One of our greatest applications of the symbiotic relationship came from the feedback loop. Which in essence
was that after receiving the feedback from the Youth Advisory Council, the lab would be held responsible for
keeping the YAC in the loop on how their feedback is being applied. This I think is the hallmark of our YAC
model, as it emphasizes the values of equality and accountability in our model. As well as it ensures that the
YAC members are genuinely involved and want to be further involved within the HEALYAC and with the
operations of the HEAL.
~ Ahad Mahmood, Grade 12
5. Conclusions: Swinging into Action
By revealing our experiences in establishing a HEALYAC, we aimed to share the inspiring
moments that we had together, as well as the pitfalls that we encountered, that led us to reflect on
the participatory process in more detail. Evidence from our youth-driven process calls for a modified
version of Arnstein’s ladder, one that is more adapted to youth’s needs and wants. As researchers,
we have to consider that just because all young people are provided with the opportunity to be
involved at any given stage of the research process, not all will want to participate at that highest
level at all times. This fluid process of participation is constantly subject to change. The highest or last
rung on the traditional ladder of participation is not necessarily an ideal or goal to be achieved, it is a
temporary stage or moment in time throughout the research process, whereby youth move toward and
away from this as they please. Therefore, we conclude that a new metaphor/model of participation
is warranted, that addresses the complexity, flexibility, fluidity, and changing nature of participation
throughout any participatory process. We propose as a potential answer the rope ladder model both
for establishing and evaluating participatory processes with young people.
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In moving forward, we will evaluate the effectiveness of the HEALYAC over time, since our
council will be retained over the long-term, and allow for young people to oversee and actively
participate in the research process at various stages and times. This will help to fill the lack of research
on the evaluation of the long-term effects of YACs and other types of youth participation, as well as to
ensure that youth are engaged in evaluation processes—a gap that Hart has identified [35].
We conclude that the rope ladder concept is a more dynamic model for informing our YAC and
has greater potential to establish a thriving relationship between youth and adults in a research context.
This redistribution of power between the two groups fosters active youth participation and meaningful
collaboration. The development of this particular YAC partnership offers promise for the generation of
research that influences both health policy and practice. Our unified values as a co-investigative team
allow us to better work towards the HEAL’s objective of developing healthy communities for young
people. Importantly, the YAC provides valuable and meaningful opportunities for the youth involved,
as our youth team members reflect, in conclusion, in Box 4.
Box 4. Post-launch reflections on the YAC experience.
Launching the YAC has been an incredible experience. It feels amazing to say that it will not only will it
benefit our community, but will also benefit the members of the YAC by providing them with a unique research
opportunity to build important experiences for their futures. If I could go back to where this development
started and know what it would turn out to be, I would be astounded.
~ Suraj Paul
It really is amazing to see all our effort, finally being put into practice, as we are able to see our Youth
Advisory Council in action. Thinking back to early January when we got this project, I never would’ve thought
how I invested I would be in this project, and how fun the experience would be. I am eager to see how the YAC
will continue to develop, and how its current and future members will shape it.
~ Ahad Mahmood
Running interviews and reading applications made me realize how many unique voices we have within
our city, and I could not be more excited to see how they impact the research done at the lab. We hope that
the council will run as smoothly as we planned it to be, but we are also expecting little bumps along the way,
since mistakes are always a part of the learning process. I’m thrilled for other youth to receive an experience as
incredible as the one I was lucky enough to obtain!
~ Krishna Arunkumar
Author Contributions: The YAC Development Team consisted of youth members K.A., A.M., and S.P., who led
the HEALYAC development process and created the HEALYAC Terms of Reference with support from M.A.E.-B.,
S.E.C., D.D.B. and J.A.G. All authors (K.A., D.D.B., S.E.C., M.A.E.-B., C.R.E., J.A.G., A.M., S.P.) worked collectively
in conceptualizing the rope ladder model over a series of team meetings. All authors participated in the drafting
of this manuscript, reviewed and revised manuscripts drafts, and approved the final version for submission. Due
to the highly collaborative and collective nature of this work, the authors have opted for alphabetical listing of
author names.
Funding: S.E.C.’s postdoctoral fellowship was supported by the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR)
(#158211). S.E.C. and D.D.B. also received support from the Children’s Health Foundation (London, ON,
Canada) through trainee programs of the Children’s Health Research Institute (London, ON, Canada). During
the preparation of this manuscript, C.R.E. was supported by a Visiting Scholar Fellowship from the Human
Environments Analysis Laboratory, Western University, and J.A.G. was supported through a William Evans
Fellowship from the University of Otago, New Zealand.
Acknowledgments: We gratefully acknowledge the key informants who so generously shared their experiences
with us, and provided critical feedback on our HEALYAC Terms of Reference.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design of the
study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data, in the writing of the manuscript, or in the decision to
publish the results.
Children 2019, 6, 3 15 of 17
References
1. Hart, R.A. The Theory and Practice of Involving Young Citizens in Community Development and Environmental
Care; UNICEF: New York, NY, USA, 1997.
2. O’Connor, C.D. Engaging Young People? The Experiences, Challenges, and Successes of Canadian Youth
Advisory Councils. In Youth Engagement: The Civic-Political Lives of Children and Youth; Emerald Books:
Bingley, UK, 2013; Volume 16, pp. 73–96.
3. Arnstein, S.R. A Ladder of Citizen Participation. J. Am. Inst. Plan. 1969, 35, 216–224. [CrossRef]
4. Derr, V. Integrating community engagement and children’s voices into design and planning education.
CoDesign 2015, 11, 119–133. [CrossRef]
5. Knowles-Yánez, K.L. Children’s Participation in Planning Processes. J. Plan. Lit. 2005, 20, 3–14. [CrossRef]
6. Wong, N.T.; Zimmerman, M.A.; Parker, E.A. A Typology of Youth Participation and Empowerment for Child
and Adolescent Health Promotion. Am. J. Community Psychol. 2010, 46, 100–114. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Frank, K.I. The Potential of Youth Participation in Planning. J. Plan. Lit. 2006, 20, 351–371. [CrossRef]
8. Kim, C. Why research ‘by’ children? Rethinking the assumptions underlying the facilitation of children as
researchers. Child. Soc. 2015, 30, 230–240. [CrossRef]
9. Ergler, C.R. Advocating for a More Relational and Dynamic Model of Participation for Child Researchers.
Soc. Incl. 2017, 5, 240–250. [CrossRef]
10. Ergler, C. Beyond Passive Participation: From Research on to Research by Children. In Methodological
Approaches; Evans, R., Skelton, T., Holt, L., Eds.; Geographies of Children and Young People Series; Springer:
Berlin, Germany, 2017; Volume 2, pp. 97–115.
11. Checkoway, B.; Pothukuchi, K.; Finn, J. Youth Participation in Community Planning: What are the Benefits?
J. Plan. Educ. Res. 1995, 14, 134–139. [CrossRef]
12. Freeman, C.; Aitken-Rose, E. Voices of Youth: Planning Projects with Children and Young People in
New Zealand Local Government. Town Plan. Rev. 2005, 76, 375–400. [CrossRef]
13. Derr, V.; Tarantini, E. “Because we are all people”: Outcomes and reflections from young people’s
participation in the planning and design of child-friendly public spaces. Local Environ. 2016, 21, 1534–1556.
[CrossRef]
14. Hohenemser, L.K.; Marshall, B.D. Utilizing a Youth Development Framework to Establish and Maintain a
Youth Advisory Committee. Health Promot. Pract. 2002, 3, 155–165. [CrossRef]
15. UNICEF. United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. 1995. Available online: http://www.unicef.
org/crc/ (accessed on 20 March 2009).
16. Clark, A. Transforming Children’s Spaces: Children’s and Adults’ Participation in Designing Learning Environments;
Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
17. Derr, V.; Chawla, L.; Mintzer, M.; Flanders Cushing, D.; Van Vliet, W. A City for All Citizens: Integrating
Children and Youth from Marginalized Populations into City Planning. Buildings 2013, 3, 482–505. [CrossRef]
18. Cele, S. Childhood in a neoliberal utopia: Planning rhetoric and parental conceptions in contemporary
Stockholm. Geogr. Ann. Ser. B Hum. Geogr. 2015, 97, 233–247. [CrossRef]
19. Checkoway, B. What is youth participation? Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2011, 33, 340–345. [CrossRef]
20. Evans, S.D. Youth sense of community: Voice and power in community contexts. J. Community Psychol. 2007,
35, 693–709. [CrossRef]
21. Jacquez, F.; Vaughn, L.M.; Wagner, E. Youth as Partners, Participants or Passive Recipients: A Review of
Children and Adolescents in Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR). Am. J. Community Psychol.
2013, 51, 176–189. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
22. Osborne, C.; Baldwin, C.; Thomsen, D.; Woolcock, G. The unheard voices of youth in urban planning: Using
social capital as a theoretical lens in Sunshine Coast, Australia. Child. Geogr. 2017, 15, 349–361. [CrossRef]
23. Cele, S.; van der Burgt, D. Participation, consultation, confusion: Professionals’ understandings of children’s
participation in physical planning. Child. Geogr. 2013, 13, 14–29. [CrossRef]
24. Nairn, K.; Higgins, J.; Sligo, J. Youth researching youth: “trading on” subcultural capital in peer research
methodologies. Teach. Coll. Rec. 2007, 109, 1–16.
25. Schäfer, N.; Yarwood, R. Involving young people as researchers: Uncovering multiple power relations
among youths. Child. Geogr. 2008, 6, 121–135. [CrossRef]
Children 2019, 6, 3 16 of 17
26. Fleming, J.; Boeck, T. Involving Children and Young People in Health and Social Care Research; Taylor and Francis:
Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2012.
27. Bogar, S.; Young, S.; Woodruff, S.; Beyer, K.; Mitchell, R.; Johnson, S. More than gangsters and girl scouts:
Environmental health perspectives of urban youth. Health Place 2018, 54, 50–61. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
28. Horgan, D.; Forde, C.; Martin, S.; Parkes, A. Children’s participation: Moving from the performative to the
social. Child. Geogr. 2017, 15, 274–288. [CrossRef]
29. Checkoway, B.; Richards-Schuster, K. Youth Participation in Community Evaluation Research. Am. J. Eval.
2003, 24, 21–33. [CrossRef]
30. Matthews, H.; Limb, M. Another white elephant? Youth councils as democratic structures. Space Polity 2010,
7, 173–192. [CrossRef]
31. Dandekar, H.C. Delineating the shape of planning practice: John Friedmann’s legacy. J. Am. Plan. Assoc.
2018, 84, 193–197. [CrossRef]
32. Head, B.W. Why not ask them? Mapping and promoting youth participation. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2011, 33,
541–547. [CrossRef]
33. Kothari, A.; Wathen, C.N. A critical second look at integrated knowledge translation. Health Policy 2012, 109,
187–191. [CrossRef]
34. Francis, M.; Lorenzo, R. Seven realms of children’s participation. J. Environ. Psychol. 2002, 22, 157–169.
[CrossRef]
35. Hart, R.A. Stepping back from ‘The Ladder’: Reflections on a model of participatory work with children.
In Participation and Learning; Reid, A., Jensen, B.B., Nikel, J., Simovska, V., Eds.; Springer: Copenhagen,
Denmark, 2008.
36. Treseder, P. Empowering Children and Young People Training Manual: Promoting Involvement in Decision-Making;
Save the Children-UK: London, UK, 1997.
37. Mannion, G. Children’s participation in school grounds developments: Creating a place for education that
promotes children’s social inclusion. Int. J. Incl. Educ. 2003, 7, 175–192. [CrossRef]
38. Malone, K.; Hartung, C. Challenges of participatory practice with children. In A Handbook of Children and
Young People’s Participation: Perspectives from Theory and Practice; Percy-Smith, B., Thomas, N., Eds.; Routledge:
New York, NY, USA, 2010; pp. 24–39.
39. Jensen, B.B. Participation, commitment and knowledge as components of pupils’ action competence.
In Critical Environmental and Health Education: Research Issues and Challenges; Jensen, B.B., Schnack, K.,
Simovska, V., Eds.; Springer: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2000; pp. 219–238.
40. Tritter, J.Q.; McCallum, A. The snakes and ladders of user involvement: Moving beyond Arnstein.
Health Policy 2006, 76, 156–168. [CrossRef]
41. Percy-Smith, B.; Thomas, N. A Handbook of Children and Young People’s Participation: Perspectives from Theory
and Practice; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
42. Christensen, K.S. A Career in Planning. J. Am. Plan. Assoc. 2017, 83, 315–321. [CrossRef]
43. Camino, L.; Zeldin, S. From Periphery to Center: Pathways for Youth Civic Engagement in the Day-To-Day
Life of Communities. Appl. Dev. Sci. 2002, 6, 213–220. [CrossRef]
44. Foster-Fishman, P.G.; Law, K.M.; Lichty, L.F.; Aoun, C. Youth ReACT for Social Change: A Method for Youth
Participatory Action Research. Am. J. Community Psychol. 2010, 46, 67–83. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
45. Rich, C.; Goncalves, A.; Guardiani, M.; O’Donnell, E.; Strzelecki, J. Teen Advisory Committee: Lessons
Learned by Adolescents, Facilitators, And Hospital Staff. Pediatr. Nurs. 2014, 40, 289–296. [PubMed]
46. Richards-Schuster, K. Empowering the voice of youth: The role of youth advisory councils in grant making
focused on youth. New Dir. Eval. 2012, 136, 87–100. [CrossRef]
47. Forenza, B. Opportunity Role Structure, Social Support, and Leadership: Processes of Foster Youth Advisory
Board Participation. J. Community Psychol. 2016, 44, 904–918. [CrossRef]
48. Tillmann, S.; Tobin, D.; Avison, W.; Gilliland, J.A. Mental health benefits of interactions with nature in
children and teenagers: A systematic review. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2018, 72, 958–966. [CrossRef]
49. Tillmann, S.; Clark, A.F.; Gilliland, J.A. Children and Nature: Linking Accessibility of Natural Environments
and Children’s Health-Related Quality of Life. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health, 2018, 15, 1072. [CrossRef]
50. Taylor, L.G.; Clark, A.F.; Gilliland, J.A. Context Matters: Examining children’s perceived barriers to physical
activity across varying Canadian environments. Health Place 2018, 54. [CrossRef]
Children 2019, 6, 3 17 of 17
51. Wilson, K.; Clark, A.F.; Gilliland, J.A. Understanding Child and Parent Perceptions of Barriers Influencing
Children’s Active School Travel. BMC Public Health 2018, 18, 1053. [CrossRef]
52. DuBreck, C.M.; Sadler, R.C.; Arku, G.; Gilliland, J.A. Examining community and consumer food
environments for children: An urban-suburban-rural comparison in Southwestern Ontario. Soc Sci Med.
2018, 209, 33–42. [CrossRef]
53. Sadler, R.C.; Clark, A.F.; Wilk, P.; O’Connor, C.; Gilliland, J.A. Using GPS and activity tracking to reveal the
influence of adolescents’ food environment exposure on junk food purchasing. Can J Public Health. 2016, 107,
eS14–eS20. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
54. Porter, G.; Hampshire, M.; Bourdillon, M.; Robson, E.; Munthali, A.; Abane, A.; Mashiri, M. Children
as research collaborators: Issues and reflections from a mobility study in sub-Saharan Africa. Am. J.
Community Psychol. 2010, 46, 215–227. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
55. Hampshire, M.; Porter, G.; Owusu, S.; Mariwah, S.; Abane, A.; Robson, E.; Munthali, A.; Mashiri, M.;
Maponya, G.; Bourdillon, M. Taking the long view: Temporal considerations in the ethics of children’s
research activity and knowledge production. Child. Geogr. 2012, 10, 219–232. [CrossRef]
56. Zeldin, S.; Christens, B.D.; Powers, J.L. The psychology and practice of youth-adult partnership: Bridging
generations for youth development and community change. Am. J. Community Psychol. 2013, 51, 385–397.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
57. Zeldin, S.; Gauley, J.; Krauss, S.E.; Kornbluh, M.; Collura, J. Youth–Adult Partnership and Youth Civic
Development: Cross-National Analyses for Scholars and Field Professionals. Youth Society 2017, 49, 851–878.
[CrossRef]
58. Garinger, C.A.; Raynolds, K.; Walker, J.; Firsten-Kaufman, E.; Raimundo, A.; Fogarty, P.; Leonhart, M.W.
Mobilizing Minds: Integrated knowledge translation and youth engagement in the development of mental
health information resources. Int. J. Community Res. Engagem. 2016, 9, 172–185. [CrossRef]
59. Nolas, S. Children’s Participation, Childhood Publics and Social Change: A Review. Child. Soc. 2015, 29,
157–167. [CrossRef]
60. Wyness, M. Children representing children: Participation and the problem of diversity in UK youth councils.
Childhood 2009, 16, 535–552. [CrossRef]
61. Sarkissian, W.; Hurford, D.; Wenman, C.; Forester, J. Creative Community Planning: Transformative Engagement
Methods for Working at the Edge; Taylor & Francis Group: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
